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CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 


‘The Creation Social Science and Humanities Society (CSSHS) was incorpo- 

ratedin Wichita, Kansas, in 1977. The CSSHS is educational, and will promote 

_ and disseminate information on the implications of the Biblical creation model 

of origins for the social sciences and humanities, with emphasis on the 

‘development of these disciplines in accordance with the rapidly emerging and 
increasingly well established natural scientific models of Biblical creation. 

This Quarterly Journal is directed toward teachers and students of the 
social sciences and humanities, especially in institutions of higher learning 
The CSSHS may also publish books, monographs, and other writings, and 
sponsor speakers, seminars, and research projects related to its educational 
purpose. s 

IRS tax-exempt status was granted December 30, 1977. All contributions 
are tax-deductible. 

Voting membership is initially by invitation of the Board of Directors of the 
CSSHS to candidates eligible on the following basis: 

a. persons with at least a baccalaureate degree in the social sciences or 
humanities; or 

b. persons 18 years old or over, who have held office in another creation- 
science organization with beliefs substantially identical with those contained 
in the CSSHS Statement of Belief, for at least one year immediately prior to 
applying for membership in the CSSHS; or who have a commitment to our 
belief and work clearly evidenced by their record of actual involvement. Voting 
membership dues are $12 (foreign, $13 U.S.) per year. 

Sustaining membership is open to those who subscribe to the C.S.S.H.S. 
Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership dues are $12 (foreign, $13 U.S.) 
per year. 

Both voting andsustaining memberships include subscription to the CSSH 
Quarterly, and are reckoned as beginning and ending in September. 

Non-members may subscribe to the CSSH Quarterly at the rate of $14 
(foreign, $15 U.S.) per year. 

Officers: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman, President; Mrs. Diane Powell, Vice- 
President, Mrs. Ellen Myers, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Editor: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman 

Board of Reference: Dr. Duane T. Gish, San Diego, California; Rev. Walter 
Lang, Minneapolis, Minnesota; Dr. Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California; 
Mr. Harold S. Slusher, E/ Paso, Texas; Dr. John C. Whitcomb, Jr., Winona 
Lake, Indiana; Dr. Clifford A. Wilson, Mt. Waverly, Victoria, Australia. 
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Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


The last issue of the Quarterly contained a very timely printers error on the 
back cover. Perhaps many of you noticed it. Instead of “creation-evolution” it 
read “creation-revolution”. | always hate to see errors that should have been 
detected and corrected in proofreading, but this one made a certain point. The 
creation-science movementis a true revolution. In fact it is, | believe, by God’s 
grace the single most revolutionary phenomenon in the world today. Creation 
is an idea that threatens to turn upside-down many worldy scientific, theologi- 
cal, philosophical and even political establishments. Little wonder that ene- 
mies of Scripture and Biblical Christianity are alarmed. 

Still the greatest revolutionary impact of all these evidences for “In the 
beginning God . . .” is in the lives of individual persons who, like doubting 
Thomas, come to believe the Gospel of Jesus Christ as a result of this witness. 
| have believed for some time that what we are seeing are nothing less than 
the “‘sign miracles” of our day. What a blessing not only to see it but to be a 
small part of it. 


This issue of CSSHQ contains the first of three articles by Ellen Myers 
regarding what we would see as the future direction of the creation/evolution 
controversy. Purely materialistic and atheistic evolution lies dead in the water 
in the eyes of more and more people. But this does not mean that all are or will 
be rushing to Biblical Christianity. There is an ancient and much more formid- 
able foe waiting in the wings. It is pantheistic mysticism, or as Mrs. Myers calls 
it in the next issue, “The ultimate evolutionist model: evolution by purposive 
forces" (see Daniel 11:38). When this foe becomes firmly established we may 
look back almost with nostalgia upon the old girl neo-Darwinian evolution. | 
highly recommend these three timely and important scholarly articles to our 
readers. 


Paul D. Ackerman 


Announcements: 
Call for Papers 


The 1983 National Creation Conference and Semi-annual Convention of 
the Bible-Science Association will be held in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area 
August 10 to 13, 1983. Papers are being solicited in all fields of natural 
science, life science, and social sciences, as well as theological. Papers may 
describe original work, work of others which the author has studied, or be of a 
general tutorial nature. Papers may be aimed at scientists or laymen. Also 
solicited are programs for children, media offerings, etc. Booths are available 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. IV, No. 3 (Spring 1982) 


for | display of Creationist materials. 

Papers will be refereed for their professional excellence, and perceived 
general interest to conference attendees. They will not be accepted if they 
endorse uniformitarian or evolutionist principles, since papers of that nature 
are more appropriate in other forums. Referees will assign presentation 
periods ranging from 20 minutes to 50 minutes. 

Send abstracts of 500-words minimum to the Program Chairman, Bible- 
Science Association, 2911 E. 42nd Street, Minneapolis, Mn. 55406. Abstracts 
are due by June 30, 1982, and cannot be returned. 


Creation Convention in Baltimore- 
Washington, D.C. Area 


The Baltimore Creation Convention, the first large scale meeting of its kind 
in the Baltimore-Washington area has been set for Thursday, June 3, 1982 
through Saturday, June 5, 1982. It will be held at the facilities of Essex 
Community College, Baltimore County, Maryland. Topics of interest to crea- 
tionists in the social sciences and humanities include “Philosophies of 
Science” (Raymond Seaman, speaker); ‘“Evolutionism in the Social Sciences” 
(Dr. Menachem Kovacs); “Academic Freedom and Evolutionism” (Dr. Jerry 
Bergman); and “Law and the Laws of Nature” (Dr. John W. Brabner-Smith). 
Numerous additional topics of interest to creationists in the natural sciences 
will also be discussed. 

Overall registration fee for the entire Convention is $12 in advance, and $15 
at the door or during the month prior to the Convention. We understand that 
Convention registrants from outside of Baltimore may be able to stay in the 
homes of local families at a nominal cost of $5 per day to the host family. 

For further information please contact Mr. Dennis W. Cheek, Program 
Organizer, Baltimore Creation Convention, 8627 Belair Road, Baltimore, MD 
21236, phone (301) 256-8250. We encourage our readers’ attendance. 


Creationist Seminar at the 
University of Heidelberg 


A series of addresses dealing with the creation-evolution issue is being 
planned for June 1982 at the University of Heidelberg, Germany. The follow- 
ing subjects will be discussed: 


“Do the fossils speak for evolution?” (Speaker, Joachim Scheven) 


“Photosynthesis and its origin” (Siegfried Scherer) 


“The origin of information in technology and nature” (Werner Gitt) 


“The geological time scale” (Hermann Schneider) 
“Apemen?” (Joachim Scheven) 


The speakers are among Europe's most dedicated creationist scientists. For 
further information, please contact Dr. Hermann Schneider, Rainweg 1/1, 
6900 Heidelberg 1 (West Germany), telephone 06221-80 30 10. 


New Major Film Project by 
Eden Films: ‘Origins — 
How the World Came to Be” 
Six-Part Film Series 


Eden Films is a non-profit motion picture company founded by the Films For 
Christ Association and devoted to the sole purpose of producing unique, 
high-quality Creationist films. They have produced the well-known, excellent 
films “Footprints in Stone”, “The Great Dinosaur Mystery”, and “The World 
That Perished.” 

Their new six-part film series, “Origins — How the World Came to Be” 
features such distinguished scientists as Dr. A.E. Wilder-Smith, Dr. Isaac 
Asimov, Dr. Thomas Barnes, Dr. W.J. Ouweneel, and others. It has been 
filmed in locations around the world including England, Switzerland, Egypt, 
Israel, Tanzania, and the USA. 

ORIGINS is scheduled for release in 1982 and will then be available (low- 
cost rental) to any group or individual in the USA, Canada, Australia and 
throughout the world. For further information, please contact EDEN FILMS, N. 
Eden Road, Elmwood, Illinois 61529, or phone (309) 565-7721. 


Pantheist Mysticism 
vs. 
Created Reality 
Ellen Myers 


The orthodox Christian believes in the God of the Bible Who is apart from 
and above all things visible and invisible as their Creator out of nothing, and 
their sovereign Lord and Sustainer. The atheist believes that there is no God, 
claiming that empirically verifiable matter in motion is all there is. Such 
empirical reductionism is becoming eclipsed today, however, by what Thomas 
Molnar has called 

the spontaneous bent of the archaic mind which predominated in most 

parts of the world and which threatens to prevail once more in our time 

. ..thetemptation. . . toidentify God and self, to recognize in the soula 

divine substance, indeed the seat of divinity.’ 

We are witnessing the phenomenal growth of revived pantheist mysticism, 
which believes that God and nature are fundamentally one. To the modern 
“Western” as to the traditional “Eastern” pantheist mystic, “(t)}here is no God 
‘out there’ to relate to; there is only one’s own inner divinity to discover.'? 

The historical roots of pantheist mysticism are ancient indeed. One modern 
pantheist mystic was Pitirim A. Sorokin (1889-1968), chairman of the 
department of sociology at Harvard University from 1930-1959. He stated that 
the roots of his religious philosophy, “Integralism,” were in 

... the ancient, powerful, and perennial stream of philosophical 
thought represented by Taoism, the Upanishads, and Bhagavad Gita. . . 
shared by all branches of Buddhism, including the Zen Buddhist 
thinkers. . .by Heraclitus and Plato. . .reiteratedby_ . . thinkers of the 
Neo-Platonic, the Hermetic, the Orphic, and other currents of thought.3 

During the first three centuries A.D. several schools of pantheist mystic 
thought engaged in a protracted struggle against fledgling Christianity. They 
came to be known as “‘gnosticism’ because they emphasized “gnosis” (Greek 
for “knowledge”), a special, esoteric type of knowledge available only to an 
inner spiritual elite of enlightened (“illuminated”) initiates who had sup- 
posedly actualized their own latent divinity by means of their knowledge. 
Gnosticism comprised a very heterogeneous assortment of esoteric cults and 
teachings. All of them denied Biblical creation ex nihilo, “the Hebrew- 
Christian concept of separating God and man as Creator and created, or not 
confusing their natures, their persons, their powers.” 

Molnar shows that when Gnosticism was defeated by the spreading Chris- 
tian faith in the fifth century A.D., it was not totally extirpated but went 
underground, to survive and eventually resurface, especially during the 
Renaissance. One of its branches was “the Jewish Cabala which claimed to 
go back to the Jews’ captivity in Babylon where they had supposedly studied 
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the Brahmanic texts of India, and, later, the Persian spirituality."5 Another 
major strand of gnostic-pantheist mysticism — Rosicrucianism — goes back to 
Egypt, to the Persian magi, the Pythagoreans of ancient Greece, and to Arabia. 
Gnostic-pantheist mysticism in the forms of esoteric freemasonry, astrology 
and alchemy also flourished during the late Middle Ages and the Renaissance. 
Astrology and alchemy are “as old as the earliest mining and metallurgical! 
activities of men. . . These esoteric teachings are intimately related.’® These 
teachings are in vogue again in our own days, sometimes violently. R.C. 
Zaehner, an Oxford historian of Oriental religions, has shown the link between 
ancient Brahmanic thought, the practice of Zen, and the beliefs of the Charles 
Manson Family, the Satanist cult which shocked America with the Tate-La 
Bianca murders in August 1969.’ Revived astrology meets us today in every 
major daily newspaper. 

Since alchemy, an important part of the pantheist mystic revival in the late 
Middle Ages and the Renaissance, is supposedly extinct today, the following 
points need to be made. Gary North has written: 

The mental image of the alchemist in the minds of most people, if any, is 
that of . . . the precursor of the modern chemist. Take one alchemist, 
remove his lust for gold, add the principles of secular Enlightenment 
philosophy, plus a dash of Cartesian methodology, and shake gently for 
two centuries; out pops modern chemistry. Not so. It was not the 
Enlightenment which produced modern science, but the Reformation 
(North bases this statement upon Robert K. Merton’s doctoral disserta- 
tion, Social Theory and Social Structure, Glencoe, IL: Free Press, 1957, 
chapter 18) ... alchemy was established on the principle of secret 
knowledge. It was the science of Gnosticism. Its technique was based 
on the idea that in the endless mixing of the same chemicals — chemi- 
cal opposites — they would somehow transcend themselves after a - 
hundred or a thousand repetitions.® 
Now this tenet of alchemy — that, given enough time and trials, chemicals will 
somehow transcend themselves — is nothing but the scenario of modern 
emergent evolutionism. It resembles George Wald’s famous dictum that if 
given enough time, the emergence of life from non-life by random processes, 
which is impossible according to modern scientific research and data, 
becomes possible, probable, and eventually virtually certain. It reminds us of 
the steady-state hypothesis of the origin of the universe proposed by Fred 
Hoyle in 1948 (and abandoned by him in 1965), which posits that there is such 
a thing as self-creating matter, namely, hydrogen, which, given enough time, 
condenses into galaxies, within which evolve stars, planets, animals and 
people. Another twentieth-century alchemist — or rather, emergent evolu- 
tionist — is the patron saint of “theistic” evolution, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin 
(1881-1955). Teilhard’s typically gnostic-pantheist-mystic world view envi- 
sions the emergence of God from matter, culminating in the total transforma- 
tion of matter into God, or “‘pure Spirit,” or “Point Omega”, or “the cosmic 
Christ.” Teilhard himself wondered whether this Christ was the same as the 
Christ of the Gospels, in a letter to his close friend, Leontine Zanta.? 

Lurking behind the transformation of matter into spirit is the transformation 
of man into God. Louis Pauwels and Jacques Bergier wrote: 

The real aim of the alchemist’s activities. . . is the transformation of the 


alchemist himself, his accession to a higher state of consciousness. The 
material results are only a pledge of the final result, which is spiritual. 
Everything is oriented towards the transmutation of man himself, 
towards his deification, his fusion with the divine energy, the fixed 
* center from which all material energies emanate.'° 
Now since there is noroom for a God “out there” who can bestow grace on 
man to do His will, man’s mandate in the gnostic-pantheist mystic scheme of 
emergent evolution — participation in God — depends upon the initiative of 
man. Therefore itis all-important to discover and practice proper techniques to 
contact and fuse with one’s “deepest self”, ‘divine essence,” or ‘universal 
Mind” (the terminology of pantheist mysticism varies). This inner divine 
essence is also the “self,” “essence,” “mind” or “spirit’’ permeating everyone 
and everything else in the pantheist-mystic scheme. (Separation between 
men and animals, plants and minerals is of course fundamentally an illusion 
in pantheist mysticism.) Thus it is not surprising that Sorokin, as the head of an 
endowment-funded organization known as the Harvard Center for Creative 
Altruism, conducted an analysis of 
. .the ancient techniques of Yogas, Buddhism, Zen-Buddhism, Sufism 
. .. the techniques invented by the founders of great religious and 
monastic orders — Oriental and Occidental . . . the techniques of the 
eminent secular educators, such as Comenius, Pestalozzi, Montessori, 
Froebel and others... ."! 
The goal of this analysis was “increased ‘production, accumulation, and 
circulation of love energy,’ . . . an extension of unselfish love of everyone on 
everyone in mankind.’’'2 Most of these same techniques are included in an 
exhaustive list of “‘psychotechnologies — systems for a deliberate change in 
consciousness’!3 by Marilyn Ferguson, an enthusiastic pantheist mystic, in 
her important book 7he Aquarian Conspiracy published 1980. The list con- 
tains many ultra-modern techniques not yet invented, or still controversial, 
during the life of Sorokin. Here is a condensation of Ferguson's list: 

Sensory isolation and overload: biofeedback; chanting; Psychodrama; 
the “consciousness-raising” strategies of various social movements 
calling attention to old assumptions; self-help and mutual-help net- 
works cooperating with “higher forces” (sic) by looking inward; 
hypnosis and self-hypnosis; meditation including Zen, Tibetan Bud- 
dhist, chaotic, Transcendental, Kabbalist, kundalini, raja yoga, tantric 
yoga, etc.; various shamanic and magical techniques; 
seminars “which attempt to break the cultural trance and open the 
individual to new choices’; dream journals; Arica, Theosophy, and 
Gurdjieffian systems “which synthesize many different mystical tradi- 
tions and teach techniques for altering awareness; 

Contemporary psychotherapies; body disciplines and therapies, such as 
hatha yoga, Reichian, the Bates system for vision improvement, aikido, 
karate, running, dance; 

sensitivity groups, encounter groups; 

solitary activities “which foster self-discovery and a sense of time- 
lessness.’"14 
Ferguson anticipated and endorsed the consensus of leading evolutionists 

gathered in Chicago in October 1980, and then publicized by Science and 





Time, that the Darwinian gradualist evolution model is obsolete in view of the 
fossil record. She welcomes the replacement model proposed by Stephen Jay 
Gould of Harvard and Niles Eldredge of the American Museum of History, 
“punctualism” or “punctuated equilibrium,” as significant because 

. .. it opens us up to the possibility of rapid evolution in our own time, 

when the equilibrium of the species is punctuated by stress. . . .Pioneer- 

ing becomes an increasingly psychospiritual venture since our physical 
frontiers are all but exhausted, short of space exploration. 

Given what we are learning about the nature of profound change, 
transformation of the human species seems less and less improbable.'® 
Ferguson also speculates that mankind's imminent “evolutionary leap’” may 
be prompted by a “collective need,” and lead to a community analogous to a 
Kenyan flattid-bug community which “is, ina sense, a single individual, a single 
mind, whose genes were influenced by its co//ective need.’"'® Just how the 
exterior ‘collective need” can change genetic material is not spelled out. The 
horrendous pictures of genetic manipulation (“the Bokanovsky process’) to 
produce human flattid-bugs or ants imagined by Aldous Huxley in Brave New 
World are overlooked. So are the even more frightening pictures of psycholog- 
ical conditioning combined with torture (i.e. brainwashing) to produce human 
flattid-bugs or ants painted by George Orwell in 7984 (with Communism and 
Nazism as its real-life models). There is no hint in Ferguson that some of her 
recommended ‘‘psychotechnologies” are well-known ingredients in the 
brainwashing systems of modern totalitarian states (such as sensitivity and 
encounter groups, “sensory isolation and overload,” or “solitary activities 
which foster self-discovery and a sense of timelessness’’). Some of Fergu- 
son’s ‘“‘psychotechnologies” are plain witchcraft (“various shamanic and mag- 
ical techniques”), A certain camouflage, including occasional deceptive refer- 
ences to Bible passages and supposedly Christian beliefs and practices, is part 

of her presentation. 

The approval of mankind's “evolutionary leap’ into one single world-wide 
collective of necessity includes a push for openness towards communist 
views. Thus Stephen Jay Gould is quoted by Ferguson in connection with the 
new “‘punctualist’ evolution model: 

. .. we should consider alternative philosophies of change to enlarge 
our realm of constraining prejudices. In the’ Soviet Union, for example, 
scientists are trained with a very different philosophy of change ... 
They speak of the “transformation of quantity into quality.” This may 
sound like mumbo jumbo, but it suggests that change occurs in large 
leaps following a slow accumulation of stresses that a system resists 
until it reaches the breaking point. Heat water and it eventually reaches 
a boiling point. Oppress the workers more and more and they suddenly 
break their chains.'” 
Gould's — and the Soviet — philosophy of change as “transformation of 
quantity into quality” parallels Teilhard de Chardin‘s dream of transformation 
of matter into spirit. Teilhard also fervently desired mankind's progress (?) 
toward a collective status like that of the Kenyan flattid-bugs. For example, in 
his essay “The Spirit of the Earth” he wrote about the “conspiracy” (sic) of 


individuals from every class and background he had seen while visiting 
America in 1931, and which, he thought (probably correctly), was engaged ina 
great effort to raise mankind to a new, higher stage, when men would “shake 
off their ancient prejudices and turn as one Man(emphasis added) to building 
the earth."""8 

It should not surprise us that the goal of pantheist mystics is a collectivistic 
“one world.” Such a world would merely incarnate the pantheistic oneness 
they see underneath all things. What some of them may sincerely not perceive 
(Teilhard stressed his belief in ‘““democracy”), or may willingly deceive them- 
selves and each other into overlooking, is that all societies built by pantheist 
mystics in the past, or envisioned in fundamentally pantheist-mystical utopian 
fiction, have been variations of the Soviet inferno of the “Gulag Archipe- 
lago,""2 and must be such of necessity! For a collective society is administered 
by an oligarchy or a dictator, and for it to behave “as one Man” means the strict 
enforcement of total bondage to the administrators. A society cannot be truly 
pluralistic and monolithic at one and the same time. If mankind's next “evolu- 
tionary leap” makes mankind “in a sense, a single individual’’ — then woe to 
men and women who will not fit the collective mold! They must be conformed 
to it by any and all means (for indeed that end, world-wide oneness in fusion 
with the god of the world justifies all means!) — or they must be discarded — in 
the name of their own and the collective’s welfare, the definition of “love.” 
{And since they merely dissolve into chemicals when they are discarded 
—which chemicals still belong to the one world — what harm is done, 
anyway? In the pantheist mystics’ world, you can do no real wrong.) How 
fittingly Orwell named his “change agency for the transformation of society” 
— “the Ministry of Love (“‘Miniluv’)” in 7984/ 

This inherent pantheist-mystic drift toward totalitarianism may explain the 
curious blindness often found in the writings of pantheist mystics towards 
communist reality, and even occasionally towards fascism or Nazism. Itis part 
of their all-pervading and fatuous optimism about the future ‘‘one world”, 
which in turn is rooted in their denial of original sin. Again, if the reality in 
which we live and move is “‘all one” — if “God” is us and we are God — then 
the concept of good and evil as absolute opposites must be false. At most, 
“good” and “evil are bound up with the pantheist world’s evolutionary 
process. This process is fondly seen in a continuous upward or forward 
direction in which, in horrible perversion of Romans 8:28, “‘all things work 
together for good.” 

Thus Teilhard could believe that the end of evolution was man joining with 
other men to make a kind of simple organism with a single Personal God. 
When that goal was reached, he proclaimed, “Everything that is hard, crusty, 
or rebellious. . . all that is false and reprehensible. . . all that is physically or 
morally evil will disappear. . . Matter will be absorbed into Spirit.""2° Teilhard 
could also “once again’ suggest in 1948 “the adoption of a truly human faith” 
combining the “rational force of Marxism” with the “human warmth of 
Christianity.2! The French Communist Roger Garaudy could quote Teilhard at 
some length in defending Communist-Roman Catholic dialogue, and he con- 
cluded his argument with a statement by Teilhard: “The synthesis of the 
(Christian) God of the Above and the (Marxist) God of the Ahead: this is the 


only God whom we shall in the future be able to adore in spirit and in truth. “22 
Teilhard also asserted in The Future of Man that “the modern totalitarian 
regimes, whatever their initial defects, are neither heresies nor biological 
regressions: they are in line with the essential trend of ‘cosmic’ movement.’’23 
In Science and Christ he wrote: “Fascism represents possibly a blue-print, 
rather successfully done, of the world of tomorrow."24 Teilhard also antici- 
pated the transformation of mankind into one single unit by the tool of 
eugenics, a notorious Nazi “change agent” to transform Germany into a pure 
Aryan society. Ina 1946 debate on the subject of “Science and Rationality” he 
shocked the French Catholic philosopher Gabriel Marcel by 
. . .refusing to permit even the appalling evidence of the experiments of 
the doctors at Dachau to modify his faith in the inevitability of human 
progress. ‘‘Man,” he asserted, “to become fully man, must have tried 
everything ...”. .. since, unlike the lower animals, man no longer 
acted purely out of instinct, he would presumably abandon every new 
experiment the moment he sawit did not lead him to greater personali- 
zation. . . .“Prometheus!" Marcel had cried, articulating the astonish- 
ment of most of the audience. “No,” Teilhard replied, “only man as God 
has made him.‘25 
Teilhard also saw the progress of humanity in the invention of nuclear wea- 
pons, and thus did not disapprove in principle of the atom-bombing of 
Hiroshima.?6 

It must be pointed out again that these Teilhardian views are not an 
aberration but rather a corollary of a consistent pantheist mystical world view. 
Within that view, however, divergence is possible and exists about the final 
state, goal or consummation of the entire process. Will the end state be 
personal or impersonal? Here Teilhard opted for progressive personalization. 
For instance, he objected to a famous Indian guru's “raw pantheism” because 
“(t)here could be no real love of neighbor without individuation — a thing 
impossible in the pantheist perspective."2? The defense of Teilhard by his 
adherents against the accusation of heresy, for instance by Henri de Lubac, is 
based upon such Teilhardian “‘personalism.” 

Teilhard based his reconciliation of man’s union with God and man’s 
individuation — at first sight incompatible within the pantheist mystic scheme 
— upon his view that “union differentiates.’ However, union cannot differen- 
tiate if understood as fusion of the uniting entities; and it must inevitably be 
understood fundamentally and ultimately as fusion in a pantheist-mystical 
world view seeing the whole world as “all-one” already to begin with. Teilnard 
apparently never resolved this internal contradiction of his thought, but kept 
defending both distinct personality of individuals, and what he once called 
“totalization of the individual in the collective man.‘28 Like Sorokin, Teilhard 
thought of love as “‘cosmic energy.”2? Viewed from the Biblical perspective, if 
Satan, the god of this world, and a person, is behind the gnostic-pantheist- 
mystical scheme, as indeed he is according to the Scriptures (Ephesians 6:12; 
| Corinthians 10;20; II Corinthians 4:4), then this internal contradiction 
between personalism and impersonalism within pantheist mysticism will be 
resolved in favor of personalism for those more truly attuned to their god. 

Teilhard attempted to present his system as a Christian one, although he 


himself was aware of the difficulties of doing so. He wrote Leontine Zanta that 
he was trying to establish and diffuse 
. -anewreligion (let's call it an improved Christianity, if you like) whose 
personal God is no longer the great ‘neolithic’ landowner of times gone 
by, but the Soul of the world — as demanded by the cultural and 
religious stage we have now reached,°° 
In order to spread this new religion under the label “Christian’’ — which 
Teilhard desired in his capacity as a French Catholic priest, and a member of 
the Jesuit order — a restatement of pivotal Christian beliefs was imperative. 
Regarding the doctrine of original sin, Teilhard wrote in a letter to a friend; 
“Evil is not ‘catastrophic’ (the fruit of some cosmic accident), but the inevitable 
side effect of the process of the cosmos unifying into God.’’' Here he is merely 
anticipating what we have said about the pantheist mystics’ denial of original 
sin. Denial of original sin entails a reevaluation of the meaning of Christ's 
death at Calvary for the sins of the world. Teilhard accordingly wrote an essay 
on the meaning of Christ's cross in September 1952, in which he stated: 
Only when the Church accepted evolution’s part in the Divine Plan, he 
reasoned, and saw the Cross as the symbol of this agonizing process, 
could she restore true value to that sign. . . . Only the concept of a Christ 
who was crucified not simply “to carry the sins of a guilty world” but “‘to 
carry the weight of an evolving world” could convert the “sign of 
contradiction” into the seal of strength.22 
We have dwelled upon Teilhard in so much detail because he is so typical of 
modern “Western” pantheist mystics, and because they themselves cherish 
and acknowledge him as one of their most influential spokesmen.%3 His 
church was not blind to his divergence from true Christianity; his prolific 
writings were and are considered heretical by the papacy, and banned from 
Catholic schools and bookstores (although this writer's copy of Teilhard’s 
Letters to Leotine Zanta is prefaced by lower Catholic officials’ Wihi/ Obstat and 
/mprimatur, implying that it is “considered free from doctrinal and moral 
error’). The papal encyclical Human Generis, issued by Pope Pius XII on 
August 12, 1950, was directed against Teilhard-type evolutionism in no 
uncertain terms. In Paragraph 37 it upheld the historicity of the first eleven 
chapters of Genesis, and of a literal “individual Adam” who actually commit- 
ted a sin from which original sin proceeds. Paragraph 5 states in part: “Some 
imprudently and indiscreetly hold that evolution, which has not been fully 
proved even in the domain of natural sciences, explains the origin of all things, 
and audaciously support the monistic and pantheistic opinion that the worldis 
in continual evolution.”3* Paragraph 37 also rules out polygenism (the descent 
of man from more than one original first man), which was a pet theory of 
Teilhard's. Paragraph 36 enjoins the discussion of evolution pertaining to the 
origin of man 
... in such a way that the reasons for both opinions, that is, those 
favorable and those unfavorable to evolution, be weighed and judged 
with the necessary seriousness, moderation and measure. . .35 
This sounds very much like the “two-model approach” creationists are 
demanding in American public schools. Humani Generis should be shared 
with Catholic friends concerned about evolutionism and Teilhardianism as the 
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papacy’s official pronouncement on this issue. 

Whatis the practical outworking of the pantheist-mystic “conspiracy” right 
now? Ferguson's listing of certain “psychotechnologies’ gives us a cue: (a) the 
“consciousness-raising” strategies of various social movements calling atten- 
tion to “old assumptions’; (b) self-help and mutual-help networks cooperating 
with “higher forces’ by looking inward; and (c) seminars “which attempt to 
break the cultural trance and open the individual to new choices.” Commonto 
all three is the questioning of “traditional morality” (the “old assumptions” of 
our supposed “cultural trance’). Now “traditional” morality, though doubtless 
adulterated by sin, is the offspring of Biblical morality,3¢ which is rooted in the 
holiness, wisdom, and sovereign authority — the character — of the God of 
Creation. Now as ever since their god “raised the consciousness” of Adam in 
Eden, pantheist mystics will not submit to the God of the Bible and His created 
reality. 

They are making tremendous headway today. For example, the “values 
clarification” techniques now being used in many American public schools?” 
are evidently part of their intended “transformation of society,” in which 
teachers admittedly function as “change agents.” The key premise of “values 
clarification” is that there is no absolute right or wrong (based upon emergent 
evolutionism in this monist universe), and that therefore each man, woman 
and child may and should determine his or her own relative value system or 
“alternative lifestyle” in which the Charles Manson Family is as good as the 
Bible-based “traditional” family. The gnostic-pantheist mystic will accept you 
with tolerant condescension if you refrain from murder, theft, fornication etc. 
because that is “your own thing.” “But the temperature drops,” C.S. Lewis 
wryly remarks, “as soon as you mention a God who has purposes and 
performs particular actions, who does one thing and not another, a concrete, 
choosing, commanding, prohibiting God with a determinate character. “38 The 
most furious attack upon Christians today is that we “impose our morality 
upon others” — especially on the subject of abortion, “gay rights," and even 
(still mutedly) incest. 

The gnostic-pantheist mystic has ever resented that God created man male 
and female and charged him with procreation of his kind and with stewardship 
over the rest of material creation (Genesis 1:27-28). This resentment is 
directed against the created, fixed identity of man (men and women) and the 
creative decree of God circumscribing mankind's duties under Him. It is 
expressed either by extreme ascetic abstinence from sex and material things 
— the “touch not, taste not, handle not’’ warned against in Colossians 2:20ff. 
— or else by unbridled indulgence or perversion. This asceticism-libertinism 
dichotomy has been a notorious aspect of gnostic-pantheist mysticism 
throughout its history.39 The reasons should be obvious: one, the denial of 
original and all sin; and second, that once one says, “all is god/spirit” one may 
(ascetically) shun matter as “illusion” — one may plunge into matter as divine 
— one may even gorge upon matter in order to lose one’s taste for it and so 
fuse with “‘pure spirit’” — it does not matter which. Ultimately nothing does 
matter in the gnostic-pantheist mystic scheme, for despite all the glow of 
optimism about the next “evolutionary leap” and the upward and forward 
cosmic movement to some “Omega Point” where all that is is pure spirit — no 
real transcendence toa really “higher state” is possible. If you are already god, 
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andif all thatis is already god — and if there is nothing else — then haven't you 
reached your “goal” already? Alternately, is not talk about some future or goal 
meaningless? This is the ultimate void faced by the pantheist mystic. He has 
three options: (1) eat, drink and be merry, for tomorrow you will die; (2) hasten 
your absorption into Nirvana where you are freed from individual conscious- 
‘ness (Gautama Buddha's answer); (3) don’t think about it all too much. There 
is, of course, another alternative: call upon the God of Creation and receive 
your life’s meaning in Him, absolutely. 
_ We must guard against viewing pantheist mysticism as some “new” devel- 
opment of our own day; it is merely the same old “religion” of the worshippers 
of the god of this world. C.S. Lewis gave us gripping fictional portraits of 
gnostic-pantheist mystic personalities in his Professor Weston, the “un-Man” 
of Perelandra, and in Straik, Wither and Frost of That Hideous Strength. Less 
striking but equally true is this great Christian apologist’s sketch of the system 
itself, which will sum up and conclude our discussion: 
So far from being the final religious refinement, Pantheism is in fact the 
permanent natural bent of the human mind. . . It is the attitude into 
which the human mind automatically falls when left to itself. .. . If 
“religion” means simply what man says about God, and not what God 
does about man, then Pantheism almost /s religion. And “religion” in 
that sense has, in the long run, only one really formidable opponent — 
namely Christianity... . Itis nearly as strong today as it was in ancient 
India or in ancient Rome. Theosophy and the worship of the life-force 
are both forms of it: even the German worship of a racial spirit (Lewis 
wrote shortly after World War Il) is only Pantheism truncated or whittled 
down to suit barbarians. Yet, by a strange irony, each new relapse into 
this immemorial “religion” is hailed as the last word in novelty and 
emancipation.*° 
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Creationist and Evolutionist 
Dogmatism 
George W. Cooper, Jr. 


Abstract: The Dogmatism Scale was administered to 130 college students. 
The students classified themselves as “evolutionist,” “creationist,” or “unde- 
cided.” There were more creationists (42%) than evolutionists (28%). A one- 
way analysis of variance indicated no significant difference in dogmatism 
between creationists and evolutionists. 


“Dogmatism is on the march again in America,” according to one evolutionist 
ina public debate with a creationist. “Doubt is an integral part of science,’ said 
another evolutionist at another debate. “Doesn’t creationism appeal to those 
who have a need for certainty,” asked one interviewer. 

The purpose of the present research is to find out whether creationists really 
are more closed-minded than evolutionists, as is commonly thought. 

Psychologists are familiar with the undesirable behavior of the authoritar- 
ian personality (Adorno et a/ 1950). Symptoms of this syndrome may be 
summarized as: ignoring differences; assumption of complete knowledge; 
overgeneralized reactions; rigid commitment to the past; demanding certainty; 
and refusal to consider alternatives. : 

A traditional fallacy of authoritarian theorists has been to concentrate 
attention upon the “hypocrisy of the right,"” whereas, according to Rokeach 
(1960), “A person may espouse a set of beliefs that are democratic in content 
. .. yet adherence to such beliefs considered alone is not necessarily a true 
guide of an anti-authoritarian outlook. For a person espousing such beliefs 
may still strike us from the way he espouses such beliefs as authoritarian, 
intolerant of those who disagree with him and closed in his mode of thought 
and belief.” (pp 14-15) 

Elsewhere, Rokeach makes the point stronger: “The relative openness or 
closedness Of a mind cuts across specific content: that is, it is not uniquely 
restricted to any one particular ideology, or religion, or philosophy, or scientific 
viewpoint. A person may adhere to communism, existentialism, Freudianism, 
or the ‘new-conservatism’ in a relatively open or a relatively closed manner 
. . . tis not so much what you believe that counts, but how you believe. (p. 6) 

Evolutionists, who claim that “creationists are dogmatic,” are themselves 
espousing an out-moded ideology; to wit, the left is open, the right is closed. 
They demonstrate the “rigid commitment to the past,” which we have seen is 
a characteristic of authoritarianism. 

If this newer idea of Rokeach is correct, we should find equal dogmatism 
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amongst evolutionists and creationists. Futhermore, although some might 
predict the uncommitted to be the least dogmatic, this hypothesis has no 
support from Rokeach. We are all familiar with agnostics who are very 
dogmatic in their agnosticism. Therefore, my hypothesis is the null hypothesis: 
no difference in dogmatism between evolutionists, creationists, and the 
undecided, 


Method 

Dogmatism can be measured by several different instruments, including 
the California F Scale (F is for Fascism). In this study we will use the 66 item 
Dogmatism Scale developed by Rokeach (1960). This particular instrument 
seems the best choice because it is constructed to avoid liberal or other 
ideological bias. It is currently popular with human relations specialists 
(Pfeiffer et a/, 1976). 

The Dogmatism Scale was administered to 130 students enrolled in one of six 
different sections of a course, “Psychology of Human Relations”, taught by the 
author at Madison Area Technical College during the fall of 1981. Each 
student scored their own test, according to standard instructions. The stu- 
dents were then asked to write E, C, or ? after their own score to indicate 
whether they believed in evolution, creation, or were undecided. The ano- 
nhymous papers were then collected for tabulation. 


Results 
Tests were sorted into three groups (E, C, ?), and means and standard 
deviations computed for each group. Results are summarized in Table 1. 


Table 1. Summary of Dogmatism scores 


Group N % Range Std. Dev. Mean 
E 37-—i«28B’! 130-340 42 226 
Cc 55 42 170-343 40 239 
? 38 29 151-316 36 230 





A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with unequal sample sizes (Wel- 
kowitz et a/, 1976) was conducted to see if there was a significant difference 
between the group means. Such tests are the standard procedure for deciding 
whether the observed differences between the group means represent small 
random fluctuations of large systematic differences between groups. The 
results are summarized in Table 2. 


Table 2. Summary of one-way ANOVA 


Source of variation Ss df MS~ F 
between groups 3946 2 1973 

1.28 
within groups (error) 196297 127 1546 





Since an F of 3.07 or greater is required with our degrees of freedom (df) in 
order to reject the null hypothesis at the .05 level of confidence, we decide to 
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retain the null hypothesis and conclude: ‘There is not sufficient reason to 
believe that there are differences among the population means” (Welkowitz et 
al., p. 219). In other words, creationists, evolutionists and the undecided in this 
sample were equally dogmatic or to put it in an opposite way —equally 
open-minded. 


Conclusion 


Contrary to the stereotypes of many evolutionists, who portray creationists as 
narrow-minded bigots and themselves as open-minded scientists, the present 
research reveals equal doses of open-mindedness and closed-mindedness all 
along the spectrum from evolutionist to the undecided to creationist. Some 
problem behaviors associated with authoritarianism occur among evolution- 
ists and are not a monopoly of the creationists. 
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Historical Sketch: 
Robert Thomas Malthus 
(1766-1834) 


lan Taylor 


During the last one hundred years an enormous number of books have been 
written about Darwin, and doubtless there will be another flood of publications 
this centennial year of his death. They all acknowledge that Darwin based his 
theory upon the combined ideas of men before him. Two names are invariably 
mentioned, Robert Thomas Malthus and Charles Lyell. A third, Alfred Russel 
Wallace, is cited as co-discoverer of the theory but then is quickly eclipsed and 
forgotten by the towering image of Darwin. There are other names of lesser 
importance. Each contributed part of an idea while succeeding names built 
upon them until the synergist Darwin brought it all together. The contributions 
of Lyell and Wallace are fairly well known among creationists, but interest- 
ingly that of Malthus is hardly ever mentioned. Nevertheless his one work, for 
which he finds a place in history, was highly influential to both Darwin and 
Wallace. 

Robert Malthus was born the sixth child of seven in 1766 in England. His 
only distinguishing features would seem to be that he was born with a hare lip 
and cleft palate, although this was alleged not to have seriously impaired his 
speech or social life. After graduating with a degree in mathematics from 
Jesus College, Cambridge, he entered the Anglican church and became 
ordained a few years later. He was an academic by inclination and returned to 
Cambridge University for the next ten years. When almost forty he was 
married then appointed professor of modern history and political economy at 
Haileybury College where he spent a quiet life lecturing and writing until he 
died in 1834. 

Following the French revolution in 1789 a number of early socialists began 
to advocate the type of government they thought would lead to Utopia. Among 
them was Condorcet who said that the happy human state would result from 
all men being given equal opportunity. Malthus wrote a rebuttal in 1798 
entitled ‘Essay on the principle of Population” in which he pointed out that a 
Utopia of this sort would be self-defeating since with the approach of ideal 
conditions the resulting idleness would lead to an unbridled birthrate such 
that the burden of population would soon outstrip the food supply. He 
expressed himself in the famous principle: 

“Population, when unchecked, increases in a peornenical ratio. Sub- 

sistence increases only in an arithmetical ratio.” 

Malthus suggested that the population was increasing every twenty-five 
years at the geometrical rate of 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256. . . while the 
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food supply was increasing during the same time at the arithmetic rate of 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 7,8,9. . . The population in his example is seen to double every 25 
years while the food supply, expressed in say, tons of wheat or acres of 
cultivated land, increases by only a uniform increment each generation. 
Malthus pointed out that in three centuries the ratio of population to food 
supply would be 4,096 to 13. The figures rivet the attention and the spectre of 
starving humanity standing cheek by jowl on every available square foot of dry 
land becomes imminent 

It was evident to Malthus that there must be factors limiting population 
growth and he suggested in his first (1798) edition of the “Essay” that it was 
subsistence itself which limits the population by what he called “misery and 
vice.” The picture he proposed was that the population level was always 
pressing against the food supply. Misery in the form of famine, plague, etc. 
was nature’s way of providing the limitation. Vice, on the other hand, was 
man’s contribution to limiting the population. As examples of human vice 
Malthus included contraception, infanticide, and warfare. One of the ironies of 
modern times is that the term “Malthusian” has become a euphemism among 
advocates of birth control and there is even a device on the British market 
named after Malthus. He would surely turn in his grave! Malthus himself 
rather loosely suggested abstinence by later marriage as the solution to the 
population problem. 

The “Essay” was severely criticised for its depressing view and the fact that 
Malthus saw man as a bestial brute whose passions were only kept in check 
by misery. In short, he had not credited man with any measure of dignity. He 
collected more data and published a second expanded version of the “Essay” 
in 1803 in which he introduced two other factors: “preventive check” and 
“positive check.’’ The former limited the birth rate and the latter enhanced the 
death rate by shortening or removing lives. By “preventive check” Malthus did 
not mean contraception but moral or self restraint. However, this factor had 
the effect of vitiating the very principle with which he first set out because it 
now stood as a buffer between men and misery. Man no longer seemed the 
brute beast that Malthus had earlier claimed. In spite of the contradiction, the 
brute image of man still remained steadfast in his mind. This is evident from 
some of his recommendations which appeared in subsequent editions of the 
“Essay”: 

“Instead of recommending cleanliness to the poor we should encourage 
contrary habits. In our towns we should make the streets narrower, 
crowd more people into the houses, and court the return of the plague. 
In the country, we should build our villages near stagnant pools, and 
particularly encourage settlements in all marshy and unwholesome 
situations. But above all, we should reprobate (strongly condemn) spe- 
cific remedies for ravaging diseases; and those benevolent, but much 
mistaken men, who have thought they were doing a service to mankind 
by projecting schemes for the total extirpation of particular disorders.” 

This somewhat bourgeois approach to social problems might be unexpected 
today coming from an ordained Anglican minister, but sadly in nineteenth 
century England it was not so unusual. There were a few objections from more 
orthodox Christians. However, the principal reason no action was taken upon 
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Malthus’ recommendations to limit population was simply that the factories 

needed a vast supply of cheap labour. 

Charles Darwin read the “Essay” containing the recommendation in 1838 
and comments in his notebook: F 

“_.. | happened to read for amusement Malthus on Population, and 
being prepared to appreciate the struggle for existence. . it at once 
struck me that under these circumstances favourable variations would 
tend to be preserved and unfavourable ones destroyed. The result would 
be the formation of a new species.” 

Alfred Russel Wallace also read the ‘Essay’ and drew the same conclusion 
in 1858. Recent investigations raise the possibility that in fact it was Wallace’s 
original revelation and upon receipt of a letter from Wallace in 1858, Darwin 
merely claimed to have thought of it earlier. In any event, it is seen that the 
“Essay” forms a vital part of the theory of evolution. 

Malthus has been eulogized as ‘‘the father of social science” and has a great 
following. It has also been argued that his principle is “as sure as the multipli- 
cation table.” Who then would find objection to it? The following objections 
have been pointed out by a number of authors, including Karl Marx. Because 
they touch at the very roots of Darwin's theory, however, it is somehow 
considered unethical, even heresy, to mention them. Frequent objections 
include the following: 

1. The first national census in Britain was taken in 1801, three years after 
Malthus wrote his “Essay”. Thus he had no reliable statistics to work with 
to determine either population levels or rates of increase. His geometric 
rate of increase was purely a theoretical assumption. All that can properly 
be said is that populations will tend to expand to fill the available space. 

2. There was no way to determine cultivating acreage, or indeed, cultivated 
acreage so that his arithmetic increase can also only have been an 
assumption. 

3. The principle precludes the possibility of obtaining the evidence to prove 
it. If the population can never exceed the food supply it can never be 
known in fact that it is the food supply which checks the population. For 
instance, other factors could check the population before the limit of the 
food supply is reached and Malthus conceded “moral restraint’ as one of 
these factors. 

4. The principle contains an internal contradiction. In focusing his attention 
on the human population Malthus had overlooked the obvious objection 
that if humans multiply geometrically then why don’t all the plants and 
animals which provide for human subsistence. The whole equation then 
becomes spurious as are all the numbers which at first might appear to be 
so convincing. In practice, neither men, plants nor animals multiply 
geometrically. Their rate of increase depends upon the respective checks 
imposed by the environment upon their expansion. The entire ecosystem 
including man is, or was as we are now beginning to find out, in a very 
delicately balanced harmony far removed from the depressing ‘eat or be 
eaten” struggle for survival envisioned by Malthus. 

The final irony in all this Malthusian pseudo-science is that Malthus intended 
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to show that human society could never progress upward to perfection, 
whereas Darwin took this same principle to show that by evolution not only 
human society but all living things have always progressed upward becoming 
more perfect. The lesson in all this is that Darwin and others who reject both 
God and the promise of his providence and intervention have found in the 
Malthus principle a terrifying spectre of tragedy and despair that has driven 
them into unspeakable ethical and absurd scientific propositions. This in spite 
of the obvious weaknesses and deficiencies in Malthus’ argument. 





Barges unloading supplies at dock of medieval European town. 
(15th century woodcut) 
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EULOGY 


Russel Moe 


Enlightened people never expected their Hope to suffer death. They never 
expected this deadly impasse between ideology and practice. They prefer 
employment within medicine, religion, the arts, education, law and govern- 
ment. Their ideology proclaims them as our burden-lifters. In practice, we 
must carry them. Thus systematizers of knowledge lost our confidence and 
respect. Our Hope in them has also died. 

We gather today to mourn the death of their Hope — and ours. Let us 
therefore relive its Life, which at first appeared to further our highest good. 

They shared a common bond, an intellectual brotherhood committed to the 
power of reason to dispel chaos and evil. They accepted mere experimenta- 
tion, but surely, they agreed, science could not be so limited! \ndeed, they had 
already enlarged science by developing agreed upon statements (axioms) and 
building thereon a well-reasoned edifice of systematized thought with which 
they hoped to make sense of reality. Only their rigorously systematized know!- 
edge could be science. Mastery of the axiomatic system gave them status, 
allowing them to offer interpretations and subsidiary axioms to their brothers 
Joyously they seized the mantle of science! They directed all their activity 
toward achieving the single repeatable answer by which science /s set apart 
from philosophy and such. They broadcast their discovery of more truth than 
that accessible through mere experimentation. Freedom was theirs, and they 
yearned to liberate mankind! Above all, they respected, even honored, one 
another. 

Their resulting sense of superior objectivity was seldom openly displayed. 
Instead, subtle arrogance set them apart. They condescendingly ignored or 
stoically endured those who questioned the validity of their axioms and 
resulting edifice. Their Hope sustained them. They believed everyone would 
eventually rush to them for solutions because they repeatedly paraded the 
mantle of science. Most everyone did rush to the systematizers — expecting to 
find science. 

This rush to science swelled their ranks. They divided the quest for system- 
atized knowledge into specialties, each holding seminars, conferences, and 
conventions. They discussed their thought-edifice and passed resolutions 
They knew they were right and this activity convinced others. With such 
objectivity, such illuminating axioms, such reason — and thus so many 
adherents — science couldn't err! 

Civil authorities, sharing their desire to improve the human condition, 
became their allies. Stressing the unity thus implied, they made certain their 
unbiased laws and ordinances were passed. Dissension from the brotherhood 
became sympathy with the sinister forces being combatted. This clever stress 
on unity made them immune to criticism, trapped their opposition, promoted 
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their science, and unified men of good will under their leadership. 

Monetary offerings flowed to them Their treasuries bulged with dues, 
donations, and tax monies. They only qualified to lead the noble cause of 
dispelling chaos and evil. They required mankind’s unified resources. 

They had access to the media, which, mesmerized by meticulous logic and 
eloquent speech, accepted their objective viewpoint. The media then eagerly 
used this systematic knowledge to focus their factual reporting. The brother- 
hood offered their knowledge to whoever sought truth. They inscribed the 
edifice in the souls of those who watched and heard and read. They succeeded 
in having their axioms disseminated and instilled as self-evident truth. 

They proclaimed themselves the legitimate protectors of the masses’ pre- 
cious minds and bodies. Their influence seeped into the very corners of 
society. 

Many of the masses and most of the influential people believed them and 
were now happily part of the brotherhood. Soa well-reasoned arrangement — 
promoted for our highest good — began to encircle large numbers of people. 
Wherever this important circle could be closed, they lovingly began the final 
assault. Thus ideology and practice became united, but simultaneously came 
ominous warnings of the impasse! 

They were shaken when the masses acted like individuals. They had long 
realized that their thought-edifice was threatened by individual souls — there 
were just far, far too many to Serve, or systematize, or compete with. But “the 
masses’’ — they were unitary, they needed molding, they needed directing — 
but not serving. “The masses” was a cherished axiom, vital to their leading 
role as burden-lifters. Why couldn't their Love blossom? Why didn't the 
masses conform? 

They were also shaken when the numerous specialties into which system- 
atized knowledge was divided could make sense of the accumulating moun- 
tain of observational data and yet yield contradictory results! Bewildered and 
shocked by this unexpected “multiple-imaging” defect in the “vision” of 
reason, they began to wonder if the sense their axioms made of reality was 
legitimate. Were their “‘canonized” axioms merely relative, rather than the 
Starting point? 

They were further shaken by contradictions developing even within special- 
ties and by painful recognition of additional axiomatic systems. They desper- 
ately sought to rediscover their precious single answerl They saw, yet would 
not see, that commitment to the power of reason never guaranteed that only a 
single well-reasoned edifice would result. They struggled to envision how they 
were ever set apart from philosophers and such. 

They veritably trembled when some of the masses — and philosophers and 
such — once again began to make sense of reality without consulting them. 
They protested, saying irrationality threatened their enlarged domain of 
sciencel 

They shrunk from an emerging spectre — that their freedom from the bonds 
of mere experimentation had inflated science into a vague enterprise, engulf- 
ing mankind with increasing chaos. They had used reason to outmaneuver 
other people. Was reason now betraying them, exposing their well-reasoned 
edifices as more chaotic within than scientific? 

As frantic men of reason, they knew they had gone too far to permit any 
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possible limits to its power. Further research and encirclement of humanity 
would surely dissolve the spectre! They were driven by a heroic conviction that 
no systematic knowledge — or experimental knowledge — could survive 
without them. Besides, had they not cleverly immunized themselves from 
criticism? (Although, if their axioms failed, the good they had done for the 
masses might be evil.) No, they reasoned, it was best that the masses serve 
those who knew their highest good 

Accordingly, they strengthened their resolve, achieved more minor victo- 
ries, paraded their laurels, but finally sputtered and stalled. The deadly 
impasse! The unthinkable could not be surmounted, but pride of intellect 
prevented retreat. The burden-lifters could not comprise their ideal of a single 
repeatable answer without — Oh, the humiliation! — exchanging the mantle 
of science for the vestments of philosophers and such. They could not face a 
hard fact: that, given free reign over humanity, their illuminating axioms, their 
programs tocontrol chaos and evil, and their theories of human motivation — 
well-reasoned though they were — proved wrong 

Death had come painfully, untimely, for this Hope was born in Promise, 
raised with every Freedom, and given every Advantage. But its widely 
admired, yet fragile, beauty was due, alas, to a genetic defect. The brotherhood 
had mistaken this beautiful, yet imaginary, “ideal” for the blueprint of reality. 

None who remain in the brotherhood admit their Hope has died. Maintain- 
ing a form without life, they dissolved into several proud camps. A compara- 
tively few Zealots and small groups argue that the unthinkable resulted from 
the other camps’ corrupting the logic, rather than from logical necessity. 
Others say they have not gone far enough — they need just a little more 
power. Still others maintain that time and further theoretical refinement are 
necessary. Some goto the Orient — and elsewhere — to find fresh directions. 
All these remain disciples of dead and putrifying axioms, Hypocrites among 
them substitute security for their lost ideal. All keep influential positions 
throughout society. Now, whether they bureaucratically require service or 
idealistically enforce enlightened guidance, they expect to be obeyed, at least 
for their highest good. 

We, the living, have lost much through this Life and its death — we who 
gladly made emotional and intellectual commitments to improve the human 
condition under the “light” of its axioms. Especially saddening is that our 
desire to be rational and to help mankind turned for fulfillment to commit- 
ments that brought the opposite result. Let us break free, repent of our painful 
complicity, and begin anew, untangling science and data from edifices. Their 
clever trap now lies exposed. We see their strategy to control us by enslaving 
our healthy concern about good and evil. 

We have buried the dead — but what will now fill our emptiness? A sincere 
love does not guarantee a good result. There were so many well-reasoned 
ones seeking our allegiance. Our emotions drift! Another doubt looms. Sup- 
pose we successfully deflate science. Will the shrunken remnant show us 
how to live? Our reason is adrift! 

Fellow bereaved, in spite of all, we have no choice but to go out to the real 
world. As we cautiously approach the mouth of this shadowy cave where 
axioms are reverenced, whose hand reaches to pull us drifters into the light? 
...Ohno!. ..Butyet. . .Ahal The axioms are nowin the grave, notHim!. . . 
It is the Living God — our Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier! 
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BOOK REVIEW 


The Counter-Revolution of Science: Studies on the Abuse of Reason, by 
F.A. Hayek (Liberty Press, 7440 Shadeland, Indianapolis, Indiana, 46250), 
1979. 

In this volume, Nobel Prize Laureate F.A. Hayek presents an analysis of 
some of the chief doctrines of contemporary social science. He states “The 
essays assembled in this volume were written as part of a greater work that, if 
it should ever be finished, pursues the history of the abuse and decline of 
reason in modern times.” 

Part One: Scientism and the Study of Society deals with attempts to apply 
the methods of the natural sciences to the social sciences. These attempts, 
called objectivism, collectivism, and historicism refer to society as a “whole” 
or amass having objective characteristics and moving in a definable direction 
as a result of “scientific’’ laws governing or determining human behavior. 

Hayek refers to these attempts as being “‘scientistic” rather than scientific, 
because the methods used in the study of chemical and physical objects 
cannot be useful in the study of human action. Any discussion of human 
behavior must start with how /ndividuals perceive things rather than the way 
natural science views them. As such, social science is subjective, the study of 
individuals acting together, in various individual ways. “Neither a ‘commodity’ 
or an ‘economic good’ or ‘food’ or ‘money’ can be defined in physical terms but 
only in terms of views people hold about things.” 

According to Hayek, the central problem of the social sciences is to deter- 
mine “how itis possible that institutions which serve the common welfare and 
are most important for its advancement can arise without a common will 
aiming at their creation.” 

Scientism is irritated by this problem because it means that a single individ- 
ual or group of individuals cannot direct society as well as, or better than the 
individuals who make up that society. Society is not entirely the product of 
conscious reason or human design. 

Hayek shows great insight into human action with the following: 

“It may indeed prove to be far the most difficult and not the least 
important task for human reason rationally to comprehend its own 
limitation. It is essential for the growth of reason that as individuals we 
should bow to forces and obey principles which we cannot hope fully to 
understand, yet on which the advance and even the preservation of 
Civilization depend. Historically this has been achieved by the influence 
of the various religious creeds and by tradition and superstition which 
made men submit to those forces by an appeal to his emotion rather 
than to his reason. The most dangerous stage in the growth of civiliza- 
tion may well be that in which man has come to regard all these beliefs 
as superstition and refuses to accept or to submit to anything which he 
does not rationally understand.” 

Hayek concludes Part One of his essay with: “There is no conflict between 
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our conclusions and those of legitimate science. The main lesson at which we 
have arrived is indeed the same as that which one of the acutest students of 
scientific method has drawn from a survey of all fields of knowledge.’ Hayek 
then goes on to quote M.R. Cohen from his work Reason and Nature stating 
that: “the great lesson of humility which science teaches us, that we can never 
be omnipotent or omniscient, is the same as that of all great religions: man is 
not and never will be the god before whom he must bow down.” 

Part Two: The Counter-Revolution of Science is the history of the ideas 
analyzed in Part One, and the sponsors of those ideas. 

A French school, L’Ecole Polytechnique, and three men, Saint-Simon, 
Comte, and Enfantin, spawned by the French Revolution, laid the basis of 
modern socialism and positivism, which Hayek calls scientism. 

L'Ecole Polytechnique consisted of a body of professional scientists and 
engineers which grew up in Paris and which embodied the revolutionary spirit 
of that age. 

Saint-Simon disliked the principles of liberty because they interfered with 
the organization of society for acommon purpose and with the establishment 
of a spiritual power which could set national goals. The philosophy that studies 
the march of civilization and positive scientists who are able to base scientific 
policy on coordinated series of historical facts are to provide the spiritual 
power, according to Saint-Simon. 

Comte envisioned a new science, social physics, which is the study of the 
collective development of the human race. “The object of social physics is to 
discover the natural and unavoidable laws of the progress of civilization which 
are as necessary as that of gravitation.’ Comte’s ideas were described by J.S. 
Mill as “the completest system of spiritual and temporal despotism which ever 
yet emanated from a human brain.” 

Enfantin developed and spread the ideas of Saint-Simon through various 
publications and journals. 

The doctrines of Saint-Simon, Comte, and Enfantin are in effect in the social 
sciences to this day. The idea “that the human mind can, as it were, lift itself up 
by its own bootstraps, has remained a dominant characteristic of most sociol- 
ogy to the present day, and we have here the root (or rather one of the roots, 
the other being Hegel) of that modern hubris which has found its most perfect 
expression in the so-called sociology of knowledge. This idea - the human 
mind controlling its own development — has from its beginning been one of 
the leading ideas of sociology...” 

Part Three, titled Comte and Hegel, shows the commonality of their think- 
ing. Both men would agree that “the central aim of all study of society must be 
to construct a universal history of all mankind, understood as a scheme of the 
necessary development of humanity according to recognizable laws. “They 
both claim, in other words, that our individual minds, which contribute to this 
process of development, are at the same time capable of comprehending it as 
a whole. It is the necessary succession of stages of the human mind deter- 
mined by these dynamic laws which accounts for a corresponding succession 
of different civilizations, cultures, Vo/ksgeister, or social systems.” 

Hayek points out that Darwin did little more than confirm an already existing 
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tendency, a tendency developed under the influence of Hegel and Comte. 
The philosophy of Hegel and Comte was accepted by Feuerbach and Marx 
which, tn turn, produced the totalitarianism of the twentieth century. 
Hayek's Counter-Revolution of Science: Studies on the Abuse of Reason 
shows that the thinking of the 19th century has become imbedded in the 
pre-suppositions of 20th century reason. As such, this newly re-issued book is 
highly recommended reading for all interested in social science theory today. 


— Reviewed by Ralph C. Lohrengel 





Hegel (engraving by Bollinger, based on Xeller’s portrait). 
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Things New and Old 
Carla Vale 


“At our gates are all manner of pleasant (things), new and old, 
which | have laid up for thee, O my beloved.” 
— Song of Solomon, 7:13 


When You created man a living soul 

By breathing life into the form You shap‘d 

Out of the dust of earth You had already made — 

You brought forth in Your wise and sovereign pleasure 
Things new and old. 


When You made Mother Eve from Father Adam's rib, 
Bone of his bone, flesh of his flesh, breath of Your breath, 
And each new babe conceived by Your decree 

From them and their descendants to this day 

Bone of his bones, flesh of his flesh, breath of Your breath, 
You brought forth from Your all-compassing treasure 
Things new and old. 

When You prepar'd a body for Your Son 

In Mary, blessed among women, David's daughter, 

So Your Son should be David's Son and Son of Man, 
Partaking as all men of flesh and blood, 

Tempted as all men, in all points, yet without sin, 

Tasting of death for every man, yet living ever 

So we, Adam‘s and Abraham's seed, might be renewed — 
There were in this, Your grace’s crowning measure, 
Things new and old. 


When You restor’d my heart and mind and spirit 

To love You, my Beloved, with Your love, 

Wholly, in holiness and righteousness and joy, forever, 

| open’d wide my gates to You, my Lord and God, 

My King, my High Priest, Bridegroom, Alpha and Omega; 
My gates are yours. And at our gates behold, 

Laid up from everlasting for our perfect leisure, 

Things new and old. 
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AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
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historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 
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Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam 
and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their subsequent 
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Christ as our Saviour. 
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